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Abstract
Long-distance scrambling in Japanese has long been considered A’-movement, but Ishii (????) 
claims that it can be A-movement as well, which becomes obvious when the verb in matrix clause 
has an indirect object that contains an anaphor or a bound variable pronoun. More specifically, these 
items can be bound/licensed by an antecedent that undergoes long-distance scrambling, which is said 
to move through a VP-adjoined A-position within the matrix verb phrase. If correct, this analysis 
makes it possible to capture the crosslinguistic variation between Japanese and English in terms of the 
Subject Condition (or SC). That is, the SC is circumvented in Japanese when the VP-adjoined position 
is utilized, but it is not in English, in which the position isn’t used for this particular purpose.
The present paper demonstrates that this proposed analysis of long-distance scrambling isn’t 
tenable, either theoretically or empirically. It shows that the analysis encounters the problems of 
improper movement (e.g. May ????) and disruption of θ -relatedness within vP (Chomsky ????). It 
also presents empirical evidence that the SC doesn’t hold in Japanese in the first place. In so doing, the 
paper hints that scrambling may not be characterizable as a movement operation after all in the kind of 
syntactic theory Ishii adopts in his paper.
1. Introduction
Chomsky’s (????, ????, ????) syntactic theory utilizes the notion of “phase,” which Legate 
(????:???) succinctly summarizes as follows:
A phase is a self-contained sub-section of the derivation, beginning with a numeration and 
ending with Spell-Out. At the point of Spell-Out, the complement of the phase-defining head 
is sent to each of the PF and LF components for interpretation. Thus, after construction of 
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the vP phase, VP undergoes Spell-Out. This results in the Phase Impenetrability Condition, 
defined in Chomsky ????:??? as follows: “In phase α with head H, the domain of H is not 
accessible to operations outside α , only H and its edge are accessible to such operations,” 
where the edge includes any specifiers of H and any adjuncts to H. This condition has the 
effect that any elements in the complement of v that need to move outside the phase (e.g., an 
object wh-phrase) must move to the phase edge before Spell-Out.
Chomsky (????) makes a distinction between two light verbs v and v* in terms of argument 
structure; the former is said to be “defective” in that it lacks an external argument, as opposed to 
the latter, which has a full argument structure. 
Let’s look at concrete examples. The derivation of (?a-b) below can be described as in (?a-b).
(?) a. Yingjie saw Charles.
  b. Charles was seen (by Yingjie).
(?) a.    ???b.
In (?a), the DP Yingjie is merged at the edge of the phase v*P, so it is visible from T and can 
take part in the later derivation even after the complement of the phase head v*, namely VP, gets 
spelled out. This explanation doesn’t apply to vP in (?b), however, since if VP gets spelled out 
upon completion of vP (= a phase), the DP Charles won’t be available on the TP cycle, where it is 
supposed to move to Spec-TP to satisfy the EPP feature of T. Thus, Chomsky (????:??) introduces 
(?), where Ph? and Ph? refer to phases, v*P/vP and CP (order irrelevant).
(?) Ph? is interpreted/evaluated at Ph?.
This means the spell-out of VP must wait until the derivation moves on to the next higher phase 
level, namely CP, making it possible for “[t]he probe T [to] access an element of the domain [VP] 
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of [v*P/vP]” (Chomsky ibid.).? Therefore, the probe T in (?b) can successfully agree with the goal 
Charles in VP, attracting it to its Spec. 
Chomsky (????) revises his theory, based on the difference in terms of grammaticality 
between sentences like (?a) and (?b).
(?) a. *Of which car has the driver caused a scandal?
  b. Of which car was the driver arrested?
Traditionally, these two sentences are derived in the following way. After A-movement of the 
DP the driver of which car to Spec-TP (= canonical subject position), the PP of which car gets 
extracted and moved to Spec-CP, as shown in (?a-b).
(?) a. [CP [PP of which car]i has [TP [DP the driver ti] caused a scandal]]
  b. [CP [PP of which car]i was [TP [DP the driver ti] arrested]]
Since subject constitutes an island, extraction from it is prohibited (which Ishii (????) calls 
the “Subject Condition” or “SC”); therefore, both (?a) and (?b) should be deemed equally 
ungrammatical, but, according to Chomsky, (?b) is fine. 
In order to capture this difference between (?a) and (?b), Chomsky allows C and T to probe 
in parallel, virtually abandoning the idea of cyclical derivation. So the derivation of (?b), which is 
a passive sentence, now proceeds as follows. T, which is stipulated to inherit relevant agreement 
features from C, agrees with the whole of [DP the driver of which car], which is basegenerated as 
a complement of arrested, and attracts its copy. At the same time, C (with an edge feature) probes 
for its goal and finds [PP of which car] and agrees with it, attracting its copy. This state of affairs 
may be illustrated as something along the lines of (?a).
              the driver of which car (copy)
(?) a. [CP __ was [TP __ [vP arrested   the driver of which car]]]
                 of which car (copy)
  b. [CP of which car was [TP the driver of which car [vP arrested the driver of which car]]]
Since “only the highest copy of a moved constituent is overtly spelled out” (Radford ????:???) 
in Chomsky’s copy theory of movement (Chomsky ????), the lower copies of of which car and 
the driver are all deleted, as in (?b). Notice that of which car gets extracted directly from the 
complement of arrested in this derivation and therefore this wh-movement is said to not violate 
the SC.? 
In contrast, simultaneous probe by C and T will lead to the following analysis of (?a), which 
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involves a transitive verb cause:
        the driver of which car (copy)
(?) [CP __ has [TP __ [v*P the driver of which car [v*’ caused a scandal]]]] 
            of which car (copy)
Since C attracts of which car out of the subject DP in Spec-v*P, this movement violates the SC, 
resulting in ungrammaticality.?
However, by citing Omaki ???? and Boeckx ????, Ishii (????:???) reports that there are 
“many speakers [who] regard examples like [(?b)] as degraded.” He goes on to point out that “when 
which-N phrases are replaced by simplex wh-phrases like who(m) and what, the internal/external 
argument contrast disappears or at least becomes less clear” (ibid.) and gives the following 
degraded sentences.
(?) a. *Of whom did [the picture t] cause a scandal?
  b. *Of whom was [the picture t] awarded a prize?
He also notes that “the sentential subject constraint holds even with an internal argument subject 
as shown in [(?)]” (ibid.).
(?) *Which teacher was [that the principal would fire t] expected by the reporters?
Therefore, he concludes that “the internal/external argument contrast does not exist, or at least the 
contrast is not so entirely clear as predicted by Chomsky’s (????) new theory of phase” (????:???). 
Thus, wh-extraction directly out of a complement as in (?) seems to lack empirical support, 
suggesting that this movement must take place from Spec-TP as shown in (?b), violating the SC, 
just like (?a).
The same conclusion appears to be reached in the syntax of Japanese as well, though in the 
opposite way. Look at (??a-b) below, which are Ishii’s (?a-b), respectively.
(??) a. ?Dare-ni [John-ga [[Mary-ga   t   atta] koto]-ga mondai-da to]
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM met fact-NOM problem-is that
 omotteru] no
 think Q
 ‘(Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary met t] is a problem?’
 b. ?Dare-ni [John-ga [[[Mary-ga   t   himitu-o bakuro sita] koto]-ga
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM secret-ACC disclosed fact-NOM 
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 akiraka-da to] omotteru] no
 clear-is that think Q
 ‘(Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary disclosed the secret to t] is clear?’
Notice that dare-ni is extracted (i.e. scrambled) from the embedded complex subject in (??a-b), 
but the resulting sentences are relatively fine, meaning that the SC doesn’t seem applicable in 
Japanese. In fact, the acceptability of these sentences is said to be on a par with that of (??) below (= 
Ishii’s (?)), in which dare-ni is extracted from a complement. Hence, the subject-object asymmetry 
Chomsky argues for between (?a) and (?b) doesn’t appear to hold in Japanese either, for the 
specific reason that extraction from subject, just like that from complement, is also permitted in 
this language.
(??) ?Dare-ni [John-ga [[Mary-ga   t   atta] koto]-o mondai-ni siteiru] no
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM met fact-ACC problem-into making Q
 ‘(Lit.) Who, John is making an issue out of [the fact that Mary met t]?’
Nevertheless, Ishii contends that “unlike in English, Chomsky’s generalization about the 
internal/external argument contrast with the SC does hold in Japanese” (????:???). He claims that 
the following sentences (= his (?a-b)) are very much degraded, precisely because they involve 
extraction of dare-ni out of the embedded subject:
(??) a. ?*Dare-ni [John-ga [[Mary-ga   t   atta] koto]-ga Bill-ni dameezi-o
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM met fact-NOM -DAT damage-ACC
 ataeta to] omotteiru] no
 gave that think Q
 ‘(Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary met t] inflicted damage on Bill?’
 b. ?*Dare-ni [John-ga [[Mary-ga   t   himitu-o bakuro sita] koto]-ga
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM secret-ACC disclosed fact-NOM
 kaisya-ni sonsitu-o motarasita to] omotteiru] no
 company-DAT loss-ACC brought that think Q
 ‘ (Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary disclosed the secret to t] inflicted 
loss on the company?’
As for the relatively acceptable status of (??a-b), he argues that they are actually cases of 
extraction out of complement, since “the embedded predicates mondai-da ‘is a problem’ and 
akiraka-da ‘is clear’ in [(??)] are unaccusative and their sole arguments originate as internal 
arguments” (????:???). If so, Chomsky’s subject-object asymmetry does exist in Japanese after 
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all, which leads Ishii to make the following claim (????:???):
Japanese has a way of bypassing the “freezing effect” [= the SC] in terms of remnant 
movement due to the availability of “A-scrambling” to the embedding VP edge only when 
extraction takes place out of an internal argument. This accounts for the crosslinguistic 
variation with the SC between English and Japanese.
The purpose of this paper is to demonstrate that the arguments Ishii presents for this claim 
about the SC in Japanese are all misguided. I do this by revealing both theoretical and empirical 
problems that his analysis of long-distance scrambling inevitably faces. 
The organization of the paper is as follows. In section ?, the gist of Ishii’s arguments 
(including those using notions like “remnant movement” and the “VP-edge created as a result of 
A-scrambling” in the quote above) is presented. In section ?, theoretical problems associated with 
the proposed analysis are laid out. Then in section ?, its empirical problems are presented. Section 
? concludes the paper, hinting that it may not be reasonable to keep assuming that scrambling 
is a syntactic movement operation that can be captured in a theory that drives movement by the 
necessity of satisfying syntactic features.
2. Assumptions and Arguments
Ishii, who adopts “traditional probe theory” (????:???), lays out the following theoretical 
assumptions he accepts in his work (ibid.):
(i)  There is no feature inheritance mechanism; C has an edge-feature, and T has an 
Agree-feature. 
(ii) Derivational steps are strictly cyclic, and thus C and T don’t probe in parallel. 
(iii)  There is a hierarchy of movement types that regulates the order of applications globally, 
i.e., across cycles or phases, including remnant movements (e.g. Grewendorf ???? and 
Abels ????a,b), as shown in (??) (= Ishii’s (?)) below.
(??) Non-A-movement > A-movement
Furthermore, following Abels ????b, he assumes that “remnant movements are constrained by the 
antisymmetric ordering between movement types” (ibid.), as in (??) (= Ishii’s (??)).
(??)  Movement of type X can be followed by remnant movement of type Y unless Y is a 
lower type than X.
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He also assumes that remnant movements must meet Chomsky’s (????:???) Minimal Link 
Condition (or MLC) in (??) (= Ishii’s (??)) as well:
(??) H(K) attracts α only if there is no β , β is closer to H(K) than α , such that H(K) attracts β .
These assumptions are based on the following empirical data (Ishii ????:???):
(??) a. A-movement → Remnant non-A-movement
 It is known [[AP how likely t? to win]? Oscar? is t?]. 
 b. Non-A-movement → Remnant A-movement
 *[A picture of t?]? is known [which king? to have been sold t?].
(??) Wh-movement → Remnant wh-movement (MLC violation)
 *[Which book about t?]? don’t you know [who? PRO to read t?]?
In (??a), A-movement of Oscar (= subject-raising) takes place first, followed by remnant wh-
movement of the AP how likely t to win, which doesn’t violate (??); hence, the sentence is 
grammatical. On the other hand, in (??b), which king first undergoes wh-movement within the 
embedded clause, followed by remnant A-movement of a picture of t to the matrix Spec-TP, which 
violates (??); therefore, the sentence becomes ungrammatical.? 
As for (??), its degraded status is explained as an MLC violation. At the time of extraction 
of who in the embedded clause, the whole of QP? which book about who, which is a complement 
of read, is hierarchically closer to the embedded C than QP? who is, as is clear in (??) below. Thus, 
the movement of QP? in (??) violates (??).
(??)
Ishii then notes a widely-held view that short-distance (i.e. clause-internal) scrambling 
can be A-movement, whereas long-distance scrambling is necessarily A’-movement (Saito 
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????, ????). This view reflects the grammaticality of (??a-b) (= Ishii’s (??) and (??)) as well as 
the ungrammaticality of (??a-b) (= Ishii’s (??) and (??)), under the given coindexation in each 
sentence.
(??) Short-distance scrambling: A-movement
 a. ?Karera-oi [[otagaii-no sensei]-ga   ti hihansita] (koto)
 they-ACC each.other-GEN teacher-NOM criticized (fact)
 ‘(Lit.) Themi, each.other’s teachers criticized ti.’
 b. Dono hon-ni-moi [[sono honi-no tyosya]-ga   ti keti-o tuketa]
 which book-to-even that book-GEN author-NOM criticism-ACC  attached
 ‘(Lit.) Every booki, [itsi author criticized ti].’
(??) Long-distance scrambling: A’-movement
 a. *Karera-oi [[otagaii-no sensei]-ga [Tanaka-ga   ti   hihansita to] itta] (koto)
 they-ACC each.other-GEN teacher-NOM -NOM criticized that said (fact)
 ‘(Lit.) Themi, [each other’s teachers] said that Tanaka criticized ti.’
 b. ?*Dono hon-ni-moi [[sono honi-no tyosya]-ga [Hanako-ga   ti
 which book-to-even that book-GEN author-NOM -NOM
 keti-o tuketa to] itta]
 criticism-ACC attached that said
 ‘(Lit.) Every booki, its author said that Hanako criticized ti.’
In (??a), karera-o is said to successfully bind the anaphor otagai. In (??b), sono hon is interpreted 
as a bound variable of the wh-NP dono hon-ni-mo.? These observations are taken as evidence 
for A-position status of the landing site of short-distance scrambling. As for the long-distance 
scrambling cases in (??a-b), it is said that karera-o fails to bind otagai in the former and that 
sono hon can’t function as a bound variable for dono hon-ni-mo in the latter; hence, long-distance 
scrambling is regarded as A’-movement.
With this much in mind, let’s now turn to Ishii’s arguments for the subject-object asymmetry 
in terms of the SC in Japanese.
2.1 VP-Adjoined A-Position
Ishii argues that the (relative) acceptability of (??) – (??) below (= Ishii’s (??) – (??)) shows 
that long-distance scrambling too can be A-movement. Notice that these examples all contain an 
indirect object in the matrix clause.
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(??) [Karera-oi [John-ga [otagaii-no sensei]-ni [PRO   ti   homeru yooni]
 they-ACC -NOM each.other-GEN teacher-DAT praise to
 itta]] (koto)
 told (fact)
 ‘(Lit.) Themi, John told [each otheri’s teachers] to praise ti.’
(??) ?[Karera-oi [John-ga [otagaii-no sensei]-ni [Mary-ga   ti hihansiteiru 
 they-ACC -NOM each.other-GEN teacher-DAT -NOM criticize
 to] tugeguti sita]] (koto)
 that told (fact)
 ‘(Lit.) Themi, John told [each otheri’s teachers] that Mary is criticizing ti.’
(??) Dono hon-ni-moi [John-ga [sono honi-no tyosya]-ni [PRO   ti 
 which book-to-even -NOM that book-GEN author-DAT
 keti-o tukeru yooni] itta]
 criticism-ACC attach to told
 ‘(Lit.) Every booki, John told itsi author to criticize ti.’
(??) ?Dono hon-ni-moi [John-ga [sono honi-no tyosya]-ni [Mary-ga   ti
 which book-to-even -NOM that book-GEN author-DAT -NOM 
 keti-o tuketa to] itta]
 criticism-ACC attached that said
 ‘(Lit.) Every booki, John told itsi author that Hanako criticized ti.’
In (??) and (??), karera-o is said to successfully bind otagai, and in (??) and (??), sono hon is 
viewed as a bound variable for dono hon-ni-mo.?
In order to capture this state of affairs, Ishii proposes that long-distance scrambling goes 
through a VP-adjoined position within the matrix vP/v*P, which he regards as A-position. Thus, he 
analyzes the derivation of (??) as in (??).
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(??)
Notice that karera-o first moves from the embedded control clause to the matrix VP-adjoined 
position. Since this position is stipulated to be an A-position, karera-o is viewed as A-binding 
from that position the anaphor otagai, which occupies the lower (original) Spec-VP position. 
Subsequently, karera-o moves to sentence-initial position (possibly a TP-adjoined position of the 
matrix clause), as the dotted arrow indicates.
In contrast, the derivation of (??a), in which karera-o and otagai cannot be construed as 
coindexed, is said to proceed as in (??).
(??)
Here, even though karera-o scrambles from the embedded CP into the relevant VP-adjoined 
position, it cannot bind otagai from that position, since the NP that contains the anaphor is 
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basegenerated in Spec-v*P. Karera-o later moves to sentence-initial position, but this movement 
is considered “necessarily A’-movement” (Ishii ????:???) (because it is part of a long-distance 
scrambling operation?). Therefore, even from sentence-initial position, karera-o fails to A-bind the 
anaphor in the NP otagai-no sensei-ga, which comes to occupy Spec-TP after undergoing subject 
raising, although the former asymmetrically c-commands the latter.
Ishii extends this analysis to (??) and (??) and draws the conclusion that the subject-object 
asymmetry in terms of the SC does exist in Japanese. So in the next section, let’s turn to these 
sentences and see exactly how he reaches this conclusion.
2.2 Subject-Object Asymmetry
According to Ishii (????:???), the derivation of (??a), repeated below as (??), proceeds as in 
(??). Notice that the complex NP subject originates as a complement of mondai-da, because this 
predicate is assumed to be unaccusative, as was noted in Section ?.
(??) ?Dare-ni [John-ga [[[Mary-ga   t atta] koto]-ga mondai-da to]
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM met fact-NOM problem-is that
 omotteru] no
 think Q
 ‘(Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary met t] is a problem?’
(??)
As the double arrow in (??) shows, dare-ni first scrambles from the complex NP to the relevant VP-
adjoined position, which is considered A-position. Then, the complex NP with a trace of dare-ni 
undergoes subject raising. This remnant A-movement doesn’t violate the constraint in (??), for it is 
preceded by A-movement. Nor does it violate the Phase Impenetrability Condition “if we assume its 
less strict version advocated by Chomsky (????, ????), since it allows T to probe into the complement 
domain of v*/v even if both v*P and vP count as phases (Legate ????)” (Ishii ????:???).? See (?).
Furthermore, Ishii claims that the A-scrambling of dare-ni (i.e. the movement indicated 
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by the double arrow) in (??) doesn’t violate the MLC either, although this wh-phrase is deeply 
embedded within the complex NP, as shown in (??).
(??)
Given (??), it is clear that the top NP is closer to the VP-adjoined position than the NP dare-ni is. 
However, the former undergoes subject raising, which is a feature-driven movement, whereas the 
latter does scrambling, which is not (Fukui ????, Saito and Fukui ????). Therefore, when dare-ni 
scrambles, the top NP is said to not compete with it.? Hence, the MLC is not violated.
After the remnant movement in (??), dare-ni then moves further to the initial position of 
the matrix clause as the dotted arrow indicates, achieving the surface word order in (??). Thus, 
scrambling (i.e. extraction) out of the embedded complex subject is said to be possible here, 
specifically because that subject originates as a complement of an unaccusative predicate. In other 
words, the extraction is never from subject, but from the object of mondai-da.
In contrast, remnant movement isn’t allowed in transitive (as opposed to unaccusative) 
sentences like (??). Let’s see how so by examining the derivation of (??a), which also involves a 
transitive verb ataeru ‘give,’ repeated below as (??).
(??) ?*Dare-ni [John-ga [[[Mary-ga   t atta] koto]-ga    Bill-ni dameezi-o
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM met fact-NOM -DAT damage-ACC
 ataeta to] omotteiru] no
 gave that think Q
 ‘(Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary met t] inflicted damage on Bill?’
The v*P headed by ataeta in this sentence may be represented as in (??). The complex NP subject 
Mary-ga dare-ni atta koto-ga is basegenerated in Spec-v*P.
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(??)
The arrow in (??) indicates a downward scrambling of dare-ni into the VP-adjoined A-position, 
and the complex NP then undergoes subject raising (= remnant A-movement), which doesn’t 
violate (??). However, regarding this lowering movement of dare-ni, Ishii (????:???) writes that 
“[s]uch a ‘countercyclic’ scrambling is banned by Chomsky’s (????) No Tampering/Extension 
Condition, which informally states that once a structure is built, we cannot tamper with its internal 
arrangement.” Therefore, the remnant movement of the complex NP subject, which is logically 
possible only after the scrambling of dare-ni, can never take place. Hence, Ishii concludes that 
scrambling from subject is never possible, in contrast to that from object.? Thus, the subject-object 
asymmetry in terms of the SC appears to hold in Japanese.
2.3 Cleft and Operator-Movement
Ishii extends his analysis of long-distance scrambling to the operator (or Op) movement (which is 
said to be involved) in Japanese cleft construction. The derivation of a cleft sentence like (??a) is 
often analyzed as in (??b) (e.g. Hoji ????). Notice that Op, which is coindexed with the focalized 
element kono hon-o, is assumed to undergo syntactic wh-movement (hence its landing site is Spec-
CP) even in Japanese, despite the fact that Japanese is generally known as a wh-in-situ language.
(??) a. [John-ga  katta no]-wa kono hon-o da
  -NOM bought C -TOP this book-ACC be
 ‘It was this book that John bought.’
 b. [CP Opi [TP John-ga ti katta] no]-wa kono hon-oi da
With this analysis in mind, let us turn to relevant examples; look at (??a-b) (= Ishii’s (??a-b)).
(??) a. ?[Opi [John-ga Bill-ni [[Mary-ga   ti katta koto]-ga mondai da to] 
  -NOM -DAT -NOM bought fact-NOM problem-is that
 itta] no]-wa sono hon-oi da
 said C-TOP that book-ACC be
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 ‘ (Lit.) It is that booki that John said to Bill that [the fact that Mary bought ei] is a 
problem.’
 b. *[Opi [John-ga Bill-ni [[Mary-ga   ti katta koto]-ga Suzy-ni
  -NOM -DAT -NOM bought fact-NOM -DAT
 dameezi-o ataeta to] itta] no]-wa sono hon-oi da
 damage-ACC gave that said C-TOP that book-ACC be
 ‘ (Lit.) It is that booki that John said to Bill that [the fact that Mary bought ei] 
inflicted damage on Suzy.’
In (??a), the complex NP subject Mary-ga Op katta koto-ga is underlyingly an object of the 
unaccusative predicate mondai-da. Hence, Op first moves to the VP-adjoined position of mondai-
da, followed by remnant movement of Mary-ga t katta koto-ga, which now contains a trace of 
Op, to Spec-TP. Then, Op moves to Spec-CP of the matrix clause, for it is a wh-element. Thus, the 
sequence of movement operations observed in (??a) (i.e. A-scrambling → remnant A-movement → 
wh-movement (= A’-movement)) is basically the same as that observed in (??) (i.e. A-scrambling → 
remnant A-movement → A’-scrambling (= A’-movement)). Likewise, the unacceptability of (??b), 
which contains a transitive verb ataeta ‘gave,’ is also attributed to the illicit downward movement 
of Op; Op must first move down from within the complex NP Mary-ga (Op) katta koto-ga in 
Spec-v*P to the VP-adjoined position of ageta. Since this lowering operation violates Chomsky’s 
Extension Condition, the resulting sentence becomes ungrammatical for the same reason as that for 
(??); see also (??). Thus, extraction of Op too is possible only from object, but never from subject.
Is there empirical evidence for A-scrambling of Op into the relevant VP-adjoined position, 
though? For this, Ishii presents (??a-b) below (= his (??a-b)).??
(??) a. *?[Opi [[sokoi-no kaisyai-no syain]-ga Bill-ni [PRO   ti uttaeru to]
  that company-GEN employee-NOM -DAT sue that
 yakusokusita] no]-wa [zidoosya-gaisya-o ?-sya]i da 
 promised C -TOP automobile-company-ACC ?-CL be
 ‘It is six automobile companiesi that itsi employees promised Bill to sue ei.’
 b. ?[Opi [John-ga [sokoi-no kaisyai-no syain-ni] [PRO   ti uttaeru to] 
  John-NOM that company-GEN employee-DAT sue that
 yakusokusita] no]-wa [zidoosya-gaisya-o ?-sya]i da 
 promised C -TOP automobile-company-ACC ?-CL be
 ‘It is six automobile companiesi that John promised itsi employees to sue ei.’
According to Ishii, Op, which is coindexed with zidoosya-gaisya-o ? -sya in the focus position, 
cannot take the pronominal soko in the NP soko-no kaisyai-no syain-ga as a bound variable in (??a), 
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but it can in (??b). In this respect, look at the verb phrases of these two sentences, whose tree 
diagrams are given in (??a-b), respectively.
(??) a.
 b.
Notice that Op doesn’t c-command soko even after undergoing A-scrambling in (??a), so (??a) is 
judged ill-formed with the coindexation given. In contrast, it certainly does in (??b), so (??b) is 
judged well-formed with the indicated coindexation. This suggests that VP-adjoined position is 
A-position and that Op stops there on its way to its final landing site, Spec-CP. (But see endnote ?.)
This is the gist of Ishii’s arguments for subject-object asymmetry in Japanese in terms of the 
SC. Let us now turn to problems that these arguments seem to suffer.
3. Problems
In what follows, I will lay out two theoretical problems for the proposed VP-adjoined A-position 
analysis of long-distance scrambling. The first is the fact that such a movement should result in a 
case of “improper movement” (Chomsky ????, May ????), and the second is a possible difficulty 
it faces which stems from θ -theory.
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3.1 Illicit Movement
Look at (??a) and (??b) below, which represent the two steps of the long-distance scrambling of 
karera-o in (??).
(??) a.  b.
The first movement in (??a) is considered A-movement (since karera-o successfully binds the 
anaphor otagai), but notice that this movement crosses over a CP boundary. Hence, it is a long-
distance movement, which is generally considered A’-movement; see section ?. However, this 
postulation of long-distance A-scrambling is the main proposal of Ishii ????, so let’s accept it as is 
at the moment, returning to it shortly.
As for the second movement of karera-o in (??b), it is characterized as “necessarily 
A’-movement,” as was noted in section ?.? with regard to (??) (i.e. (??a)). But notice that this 
movement is short distance, taking place solely within the matrix clause. Therefore, it may also 
be A-movement, just like those in (??a-b). In fact, characterizing it as “necessarily A’-movement” 
is only a stipulation without any independent support for it. Presenting as evidence the fact that 
karera-o can’t bind the anaphor otagai in (??) will only lead to a circular argument. “Why does the 
second movement in question have to be A’-movement?” “Because karera-o can’t bind otagai in 
(??).” “Why can’t karera-o bind otagai?” “Because the scrambling in question is A’-movement.”??
Returning to the long-distance A-scrambling in (??a), let me now point out that this proposal 
actually gives rise to a case of “improper movement” (Chomsky ????, May ????). This is so, 
because when moving out of the embedded CP, karera-o must first stop at the embedded Spec-CP 
in order not to violate the Phase Impenetrability Condition, as indicated in (??).
(??) [VP karera-oj [VP … [CP t’j [TP ... tj ...] …
But Spec-CP is an A’-position, so the intermediate trace t’j counts as an R-expression in terms 
of Binding Theory (see May ???? for essentially the same idea). Then, it shouldn’t be A-bound 
by karera-o in the VP-adjoined position, but it is. (The ungrammaticality of *John seems (that) 
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is intelligent can be explained for this particular reason; notice that the intermediate trace t’i is 
A-bound by Johni in the structural analysis [Johni seems [CP t’i (that) [TP ti is intelligent]]].) The 
resulting sentence in (??), therefore, should be ungrammatical, but it is considered fine.
Does this mean that karera-o skips over the Spec-CP position and moves directly into the 
VP-adjoined position, even though C is assumed to have an edge feature (see assumption (i) at the 
beginning of section ?)? If yes, then the movement violates the Phase Impenetrability Condition in 
traditional probe theory, in which both CP and v*P/vP are considered phases. If no, the problem of 
improper movement can’t be avoided. So, either way, (??) should be ungrammatical, contrary to 
fact.
It might be argued that this theoretical problem doesn’t arise, since the A-movement in (??a) 
is a non-feature-driven movement and that conditions for feature-driven movements are therefore 
irrelevant to it. (Recall that this is basically how Ishii avoids a potential MLC violation in (??) (= 
(??)). If so, however, it is totally unclear how scrambling chooses its landing site each time it is 
invoked. That is, what guarantees the VP-adjoined position as the landing site for karera-o in (??a) 
when there is no feature guiding it to that particular position? At any rate, the proposed scrambling 
is thus immune to the Phase Impenetrability Condition (or the ban against improper movement) 
for some mysterious reason. This in turn casts serious doubt on the status of scrambling as an overt 
syntactic movement operation, since it seems totally unregulated. 
Hence, I am led to conclude that the proposed long-distance scrambling is theoretically too 
unconstrained to be a viable syntactic operation. Moreover, it also seems problematic from the 
view point of θ -assignment as well, and this is what we discuss directly below.
3.2 Compositional θ-Assignment
Regarding θ -relatedness and feature-checking, Chomsky (????:???) writes:
θ -relatedness is a “base property,” complementary to feature checking, which is a property 
of movement. More accurately, θ -relatedness is a property of the position of merger and its 
(very local) configuration. The same considerations bar raising-to-object, even if the object 
is a specifier in a Larsonian shell.
Assuming this to be the case, we are led to fully construct the v*P (= local configuration) before 
carrying out any phrasal movement to/from another clause. In other words, θ -assignment should 
be completed first, as illustrated in (??a). 
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(??) a.??????????????b. 
(V = two-place predicate in (??a-b))
But the analysis in (??a) moves NP? in the embedded CP to the relevant VP-adjoined position 
before NP? is merged in Spec-v*P, that is, before external θ -assignment, as is illustrated in (??b). 
Thus, the proposed A-scrambling of NP? disrupts the local configuration of the matrix v*P, a 
theoretically unwelcome result. Furthermore, the scrambling in question looks like a case of 
(barred) raising-to-object, since the VP-adjoined position is postulated to be A-position (although 
no new θ -role is assigned there).
In addition, the analysis exemplified by (??a-b) also makes the following prediction. If 
there is NP? within the matrix v*P before external θ -role is assigned as in (??b), we then expect 
semantic influence from it on the interpretation of the subject when it is merged in Spec-v*P. This 
is so because external θ -role is assigned by a verb in conjunction with its complement(s) and 
adjunct(s), if there are any. To see this, look at (??a-b) below.
(??) a. John broke his leg.  b. John broke his leg on purpose. 
We (most likely) interpret John in (??a) as receiving an EXPERIENCER θ -role from the whole 
predicate broke his leg, and John in (??b) AGENT from the same predicate plus the adjunct on 
purpose. Obviously, this difference is due to the presence of the adjunct in (??b) and its absence 
in (??a). Now, consider the proposed analysis. (??a) represents the matrix v*P without the long-
distance scrambling in question, and (??b) does the same v*P with that scrambling.
(??) a.    ?b.
(The double arrow indicates external θ -assignment.)
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Notice that the predicate that assigns an external θ -role contains an extra NP in (??b) (i.e. NP?), 
which should affect the interpretation of the subject, just like the adjunct in (??b). However, this 
doesn’t seem to be the case. Take, for example, (??a) and its variant with long-distance scrambling 
of natto-o in (??b). These two sentences are semantically nondistinct.
(??) a. Michiko-wa Narumi-ni [Aimi-ga natto-o tabeta to] itta
  -TOP -DAT -NOM -ACC ate that said
 ‘Michiko said to Narumi that Aimi had eaten natto.’
 b. Natto-o Michiko-wa Narumi-ni [Aimi-ga tabeta to] itta
Look at (??) below, which depicts the proposed analysis of (??b). If there is indeed a trace 
(= deleted copy) of natto-o in the VP-adjoined position, it should participate in the external 
θ -assignment in the matrix clause. But it seems totally irrelevant to it.
(??) Natto-oi Michiko-waj [v*P tj [VP t’i [VP Narumi-ni [CP Aimi-ga ti tabeta to]]]] itta
One might argue that natto-o in (??) moves back to its original position in LF without leaving 
traces; after all, scrambling is often regarded as “semantically vacuous A’-movement” (Saito ????), 
so, in that sense, this idea doesn’t seem too farfetched. Suppose also that θ -assignment is carried 
out in LF as well. Then, the structure in (??b) never comes into play when θ -roles are assigned in 
the matrix clause, which might in turn explain why (??b) means the same thing as (??a).
If so, however, binding from VP-adjoined position would become impossible in (??a), since 
the interpreting of the anaphor is done at LF also. In other words, there has to be a trace in VP-
adjoined position at LF for binding reasons in the proposed analysis of long-distance scrambling, 
so the problem that stems from compositional θ -assignment can’t seem to be avoided. Therefore, 
unless there is positive evidence from θ -theory for the presence of a trace in the VP-adjoined 
position (i.e. something along the lines of (??a-b)), the proposed analysis of long-distance 
scrambling becomes so much weaker, in addition to its theoretical mishap of disrupting the local 
v*P configuration pointed out earlier.
4. Empirical Problems
In this section, I present empirical problems associated with the proposed analysis of sentences 
with long-distance scrambling. Although long-distance scrambling is claimed to be banned from 
subject position (i.e. the SC), I will show that the resulting sentences are still syntactically well-
formed and argue that their relative unacceptability is due only to processing problems that don’t 
have anything to do with the dislocation of an argument per se.
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4.1 Acceptability of Sentences with Long-Distance Scrambling
As is often the case, accurate grammaticality judgment of any sentence involving long-distance 
scrambling is difficult at best, since processing problems can and often do interfere with our 
judgment one way or another. For example, in contrast to (??a-b), which are said to involve 
unaccusative predicates and are considered rather fine, (??) (= (??a)) and (??b), repeated here as 
(??a-b), are judged ungrammatical.
(??) a. ?*Dare-ni [John-ga [[[Mary-ga   t atta] koto]-ga Bill-ni dameezi-o
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM met fact-NOM -DAT damage-ACC
 ataeta to] omotteiru] no
 gave that think Q
 ‘(Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary met t] inflicted damage on Bill?’
 b. ?*Dare-ni [John-ga [[[Mary-ga   t himitu-o bakuro sita] koto]-ga
 who-DAT -NOM -NOM secret-ACC disclosed fact-NOM
 kaisya-ni sonsitu-o motarasita to] omotteiru] no
 company-DAT loss-ACC brought that think Q
 ‘ (Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary disclosed the secret to t] inflicted 
loss on the company?’
This ungrammaticality is attributed to the fact that (??a-b) involve transitive predicates (ataeta 
and motarasita, respectively), but notice that there are three nominative-marked and two dative-
marked NPs, one of which has even been scrambled, in each of these sentences. This can easily 
cause a processing problem; in fact, if we replace the nominative case marker of the matrix subject 
with the topic marker -wa and reduce the number of dative-marked NPs to one, the acceptability 
of the sentences seems to improve. Look at (??a-b), which keep the same structures as those of 
(??a-b), with some markers replaced by the ones in bold type. (Some of my informants prefer to 
drop Bill-ni (i.e. replace it with pro) also, which is indicated by parentheses. This reduction in the 
number of (overt) arguments certainly facilitates the processing of the sentences, which further 
lends support to the interpretation of (??a-b) as cases of processing problem.)
(??) a. ?Nani-oi John-wa [Mary-ga ti sita koto]-ga (Bill-ni) dameezi-o ataeta to omotteiru no
 what-ACC -TOP did
 ‘(Lit.) What, John thinks that [the fact that Mary did t] inflicted damage (on Bill)?’
 b. ?Dare-oi John-wa [Mary-ga ti uragitta koto]-ga (Bill-ni) dameezi-o ataeta to omotteiru no
 who-ACC -TOP betrayed
 ‘ (Lit.) Who, John thinks that [the fact that Mary betrayed t] inflicted loss on the 
company?’
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The relative acceptability of these sentences indicates that there is nothing syntactically wrong 
with long-distance scrambling operation out of subject, meaning that less than perfect status of 
(??a-b) must be due to a processing problem of some kind. Therefore, the analysis of (??a) in (??), 
which illustrates a violation of Chomsky’s Extension Condition, is not empirically supported.
In the same vein, the judgment given to (??a-b) (= Ishii’s (?a-b)) in an attempt to establish 
the unaccusative status of predicates like mondai-da and akiraka-da doesn’t seem accurate, either.
(??) a. Kimi-wa [[John-ga dono hon-o katta koto]-ga/*wa/ø 
 you-TOP -NOM which book-ACC bought fact -NOM/*TOP/ø
 mondai-da to] nageiteiru/kuyandeiru no
 problem-is that deplore/regret Q
 ‘ (Lit.) Which book do you deplore/regret that [the fact that John bought t] is a 
problem?’
 b. Kimi-wa [[John-ga nani-o nusunda koto]-ga/*wa/ø akiraka-da
 you-TOP -NOM what-ACC stole fact  -NOM/*TOP/ø clear-is
 to] nageiteiru/kuyandeiru no
 that deplore/regret Q
 ‘(Lit.) What do you deplore/regret that [the fact that John bought t] is clear?’
Ishii cites Kageyama ???? in arguing that “the case marker of an internal argument can drop 
whereas that of an external argument cannot” (????:???) and states that “the predicates in [(??)] are 
unaccusative, since -ga, which is assigned to their sole argument, can drop as shown in [(??a-b)]” 
(ibid.). 
However, all my informants disagree with the judgment given to (??a-b); they don’t accept 
the sentences if -ga is dropped; when case-marker drop is pointed out, they unanimously report 
that what has been dropped is -o, suggesting an ECM construction, despite the fact that Ishii 
argues in his note ? that nageku ‘deplore’ and kuyamu ‘regret’ are non-ECM verbs. Therefore, 
if external argument really never allows case-marker drop, (??a-b) actually point to the external 
argument status of the bracketed complex NP subjects of these sentences.?? And this is compatible 
with the fact that both (??) and (??a-b) are equally acceptable, suggesting that extraction out of 
subject is fine, which means that the SC is inapplicable in Japanese, contrary to Ishii’s claim.
4.2 Binding Facts
Ishii’s novel analysis of long-distance scrambling crucially depends on the A-position status of 
VP-adjoined position, which is lower than Spec-v*P, where transitive subject is merged. And this 
analysis is proposed against a backdrop of the widely-held view that the landing site of short-
distance scrambling can be A-position, whereas that of long-distance scrambling has to be A’
Kenichi Namai
266
-position. This popular view is typically based on binding possibilities such as those in (??) and 
(??), repeated below as (??) and (??).
(??) Short-distance scrambling: A-movement
 a. ?Karera-oi [[otagaii-no sensei]-ga   ti hihansita] (koto)
 they-ACC each.other-GEN teacher-NOM  criticized (fact)
 ‘(Lit.) Themi, each.other’s teachers criticized ti.’
 b. Dono hon-ni-moi [[sono honi-no tyosya]-ga   ti keti-o tuketa]
 which book-to-even that book-GEN author-NOM criticism-ACC  attached
 ‘(Lit.) Every booki, [itsi author criticized ti].’
(??) Long-distance scrambling: A’-movement
 a. *Karera-oi [[otagaii-no sensei]-ga [Tanaka-ga   ti hihansita to] itta] (koto)
 they-ACC each.other-GEN teacher-NOM -NOM criticized that said (fact)
 ‘(Lit.) Themi, each other’s teachers said that Tanaka criticized ti.’
 b. ?*Dono hon-ni-moi [[sono honi-no tyosya]-ga [Hanako-ga  ti
 which book-to-even that book-GEN author-NOM -NOM
 keti-o tuketa to] itta]
 criticism-ACC attached that said
 ‘(Lit.) Every booki, its author said that Hanako criticized ti.’
Successful binding of an anaphor in (??a) and licensing of a bound variable in (??b), both 
from sentence-initial position, is taken to be evidence for A-movement status of short-distance 
scrambling.?? On the other hand, neither anaphor binding in (??a) nor licensing of a bound variable 
in (??b) is considered possible from sentence-initial position, which is believed to be an indication 
that the final landing site of long-distance scrambling is A’-position, as is illustrated in (??).
(??) Long-distance scrambling
 _ ... [v*P Subj [VP _ [VP [CP ... A/BV ... ]]]]
 A’-position A-position
(A/BV = Anaphor/Bound Variable)
Much to my dismay, however, I don’t see any difference in grammaticality between (??a) 
and (??a); to me, they are equally syntactically well-formed with the coindexation given. The 
anaphor otagai requires as its antecedent an NP that denotes just two individuals. But karera-o 
‘them’ can refer to more than two, and perhaps this is part of the reason why neither (??a) nor 
Non-evidence for the Subject Condition in Japanese
267
(??a) is judged fully acceptable. Moreover, otagai is a reciprocal anaphor, and as such, it sounds 
most natural when it is used with a morphologically complex verb headed by a reciprocal verbal 
morpheme -au. Notice that (??a-b), in which the scrambled NP refers to exactly two individuals 
and the matrix verb is accompanied by -au, sound better. Importantly, (??b), a case of long-
distance scrambling, is just as acceptable as (??a), a case of short-distance scrambling, is, 
suggesting that the sentence-initial position John to Mary-o occupies in (??b) (= landing site of 
long-distance scrambling) is also A-position.
(??) a. [John to Mary]-oi [[otagaii-no sensei]-ga   ti   hihansi-atta]
 and criticized.reciprocally
 ‘(Lit.) [John and Mary]i, each other’s teachers reciprocally criticized ti.’
 b. [John to Mary]-oi [[otagaii-no sensei]-ga [Chomsky-made-mo-ga   ti   hometa to] 
 and -till-too-NOM praised that
 zimansi-atta]
 told.reciprocally
 ‘ (Lit.) [John and Mary]i, each other’si teachers reciprocally boasted that even Chomsky 
praised ti.’
Let’s turn to (??b) and (??b). In the former, dono hon-ni-mo is said to take sono hon as a 
bound variable, and the sentence is judged fine.?? On the other hand, the latter, which involves long-
distance scrambling of dono hon-ni-mo, is said to be ungrammatical for the specific reason that sono 
hon, which is contained within the subject NP, cannot function as a bound variable for dono hon-
ni-mo. Once again, I don’t detect any difference in grammaticality between these two sentences; 
to me, if the former is syntactically well-formed, so is the latter (a judgment my informants share). 
Perhaps, if sono ‘that’ is replaced by either one of the “pure anaphors” sorezore ‘each’ or onoono 
‘each’ (Kitagawa ????:note ??) (followed by the genitive case marker -no), and the matrix verbs by 
semantically more plausible ones, the reasonably acceptable status of (??b) becomes clearer, as in 
(??b).
(??) a. Dono hon-ni-moi [[sorezore-noi/onoono-noi tyosya]-ga  ti  sain-o sita]
 which book-to-even each-GEN/each-GEN author-NOM autograph-ACC did
 ‘(Lit.) Every booki, [eachi of the authors autographed ti].’
 b. Dono hon-ni-moi [[sorezore-noi/onoono-noi tyosya]-ga [hyouronka-ga ti
 which book-to-even each-GEN/each-GEN author-NOM critic-NOM
 keti-o tuketa to] omoikondeiru]
 criticism-ACC attached that assuming.was
 ‘(Lit.) Every booki, eachi of the authors assumes that critics criticized ti.’
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The acceptability of (??b), which doesn’t seem any worse than that of (??a), points to the fact that 
long-distance scrambling can also be A-movement, on a par with short-distance scrambling.??
To summarize, the final landing site of long-distance scrambling can also be A-position. 
This doesn’t directly argue against the existence of VP-adjoined A-position, but it undermines the 
necessity of positing such a position, since karera-o in (??) can then A-bind otagai from the TP-
adjoined position.??
4.3 Cleft Construction
As we saw in section ?.?, difference in acceptability is reported between (??a) (= degraded) and 
(??b) (= better). Yet again, I have to disagree with this judgment. (Furthermore, I don’t detect any 
difference in grammaticality between (??a) (= unaccusative) and (??b) (= transitive) either; see 
sections ?.? and ?.?.) Let’s look at (??a-b), repeated below as (??a-b). (Because of the difficulty 
of using demonstrative pronouns as bound variables (see endnote ??), I have replaced soko ‘that’ 
with sorezore ‘each.’)
(??) a. *[Opi [[sorezorei-no kaisyai-no syain]-ga Bill-ni [PRO   ti   uttaeru to] 
 each-GEN company-GEN employee-NOM -DAT sue that
 yakusokusita] no]-wa [zidoosya-gaisya-o ?-sya]i da
 promised C -TOP automobile-company-ACC ?-CL be
 ‘It is six automobile companiesi that itsi employees promised Bill to sue ei.’
 b. *[Opi [John-ga [sorezorei-no kaisyai-no syain-ni] [PRO ti uttaeru to] 
 -NOM   each-GEN company-GEN employee-DAT sue that
 yakusokusita] no]-wa [zidoosya-gaisya-o ?-sya]i da 
 promised C-TOP automobile-company-ACC ?-CL be
 ‘It is six automobile companiesi that John promised itsi employees to sue ei.’
Even in (??b), in which the anaphor sorezore resides within the matrix indirect object, it’s 
impossible to interpret the anaphor sorezore as bound by zidoosya-gaisya-o ? -sya ‘six automobile 
companies,’ which is a unanimous judgment by my informants. This suggests that the Op in this 
sentence doesn’t go through the VP-adjoined position of the matrix verb phrase on its way to the 
matrix Spec-CP, contra the analysis in (??b).
Actually, this observation is an expected one, since Japanese cleft doesn’t seem to involve Op 
that moves in the first place, but does instead stationery pro. In this regard, look at the cleft sentences 
in (??a-b), which are based on Mihara’s (????:???) observation on relative clauses in Japanese.
(??) a. [CP Watasi-ga proi oturi-o watasiwasureta no]-wa sono hito-nii da
 I-NOM change-ACC hand.forgot C -TOP that person-DAT be
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 ‘(Lit.) It was to that person that I forgot to hand change.’
 b. [CP Watasi-ga okyaku-nii oturi-o watasiwasureta no]-wa sono hito-nii da
 customer-DAT
 ‘(Lit.) It was [to that person]i that I forgot to hand change [to a customer]i.’
As (??b) shows, the pro in (??a), which is coindexed with the NP in the focus position, can 
be replaced by an overt dative-NP okyaku-ni in its original position.?? Thus, nothing moves to 
the Spec-CP of the CP subject in (??a-b), much less to the VP-adjoined position in question. 
Therefore, failure for sorezore to be bound within (??b) is nothing surprising.
5. Conclusion
As shown above, the analysis of long-distance scrambling in Japanese that utilizes VP-adjoined 
A-position faces quite a few problems. Besides its stipulative nature, it creates a chain that is 
regarded as a case of improper movement. It also disrupts the local configuration of matrix 
v*P, hindering external θ -assignment within that verb phrase. It also relies on sentences whose 
grammaticality judgments don’t seem to be empirically supported. They all involve anaphor 
binding and licensing of a bound variable, both of which are, owing to processing problems, very 
difficult to confirm when long-distance scrambling is involved. Once processing problems are 
properly taken care of, however, a totally different picture seems to emerge. The SC doesn’t apply 
even to transitive sentences in Japanese, precluding the possibility of differentiating unaccusative 
predicates from transitive predicates in terms of extraction possibilities. Hence, the subject-object 
asymmetry with regard to the SC in Japanese appears to be only an illusion.
Moreover, as was pointed out in section ?.?, the characterization of scrambling as a non-
feature-driven movement seems too unconstrained to be regarded as a plausible syntactic 
movement operation. Maybe it is high time that we considered the possibility of Japanese being 
a nonconfigurational language again, by regarding scrambling as nonmovement (e.g. Whitman 
????, Farmer ????, Hale ????).
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Endnotes
? This seems to be tantamount to making v*P and vP non-phases.
? If we assume that v comes with an edge feature, the movement of of which car will proceed as in (i) 
below.
    (i) [CP of which car [TP ... [vP of which car [vP arrested [DP the driver of which car]]]]]
 But extraction of of which car itself is still from the complement of arrested, namely the driver of which 
car, so the argument still stands.
? Radford calls this a violation of the Specifier Condition (????:???):
    (i) Specifier Condition
         No subextraction is possible out of a constituent which is a specifier of a phase head.
 Even if v* is viewed to have an edge feature, of which car cannot be extracted from the driver of which 
car to satisfy this feature, since it is not in the search domain of v* (Chomsky ????).
? Strictly speaking, which king must first move to Spec-TP to satisfy the EPP feature of T (= subject-
raising) before undergoing wh-movement to the embedded Spec-CP. This A-movement, however, 
violates the MLC, since the containing QP a picture of which king is closer to the embedded T than 
which king is.
? Throughout this paper, I assume that Japanese has NP, not DP.
? Ishii notes in his note ? that (??) and (??), both of which contain a control clause, sound more natural 
than (??) and (??), which do a finite embedded clause with an overt NP subject. This isn’t surprising, 
however, since (??) and (??) are actually single clauses owing to restructuring (e.g. Miyagawa ????). 
Notice in (i) and (ii) below, which correspond to (??) and (??) respectively, that the NPI sika, which has 
to be clausemates with the negative morpheme nai, is licensed. (In (i) and (ii), sika and nai are in bold 
type. The pronominal sono ‘that’ has been replaced by sorezore ‘each’ in (ii), since sono doesn’t work as 
a bound variable for many speakers of Japanese; see endnote ??.)
    (i) [Karera-oi [John-sika [otagaii-no sensei]-ni [PRO ti homeru yooni] iwa-nakatta]]
        ‘(Lit.) Themi, nobody but John told each otheri’s teachers to praise ti.’
   (ii) Dono hon-ni-moi [John-sika [sorezorei-no tyosya]-ni [PRO ti keti-o tukeru yooni] iwa-nakatta]
         ‘(Lit.) Every booki, nobody but John told itsi author to criticize ti.’
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 Therefore, these sentences actually don’t contain PRO; their main predicates are restructured complex 
verbs homeru-yooni-iu and (keti-o-)tukeru-yooni-iu, respectively. This means that the scrambling 
observed in (??) and (??) is of short-distance type, which thus can be A-movement. This explains the 
successful coindexation in these sentences.
? Again, this seems to render v*P and vP virtually non-phases.
? If the NP were allowed to scramble to the VP-adjoined position, it would be merging with the same 
V twice, clearly an unwelcome result from the viewpoint of economy. However, if the principle of 
economy were to apply only to feature-driven movement, the scrambling in question would then 
be permitted, which in turn would give rise to the possibility of scrambling a constituent an infinite 
number of times within a phrase (even string-vacuously). Hence, in order to be considered a legitimate 
movement operation, scrambling needs to be syntactically constrained and should be subject to the 
principle of economy, just as all kinds of feature-driven movements are. See sections ?.? and ?.? for 
relevant discussion.
? What is unclear here is whether long-distance scrambling always goes through the matrix VP-adjoined 
position (although Ishii seems to assume this is the case in his explanation of (??)). Imagine instead 
that the downward scrambling in (??) doesn’t take place; then, the subject raising of the complex NP 
won’t be a remnant movement, which in turn makes (??) irrelevant. After this subject raising, dare-ni 
scrambles out of the complex NP, which now occupies Spec-TP, directly targeting the initial position of 
the main clause. Assuming the judgment of ?* Ishii gives to (??) is accurate, we can then attribute the 
unacceptability of this sentence to the illicit extraction of dare-ni from the complex NP subject. This 
explanation also seems to support the view that the SC is operative in Japanese. But see section ?.?.
?? In these example sentences, Ishii uses PRO, not pro. However, this seems problematic, since it can 
be replaced by case-marked NPs like zubuntati-ga ‘selves-NOM’ and zibun-ga ‘self-NOM,’ as in (ia-b), 
which correspond to (??a-b), respectively.
    (i) a. [[[sokoi-no kaisyai-no syain]-ga Bill-ni [zibuntati-ga ti uttaeru to] yakusokusita] no]-wa …
  b. [[John-ga [sokoi-no kaisyai-no syain-ni] [zibun-ga ti uttaeru to] yakusokusita] no]-wa …
?? Ishii notices this problem in his note ?, but as a solution, he just stipulates “that A-scrambling to the TP 
edge is lower in hierarchy than the other A-movements including A-scrambling to the VP edge, revising 
the hierarchy of movement types [(??)] into (i)” (????:???):
    (i) Non-A-movement > A-movement > A-scrambling to TP-edge
 (i) is totally ad hoc, however, failing to explain why the movement in question has to be A’-movement.
?? In reality, however, case-marker drop does not seem to favor object over subject, or vice versa, especially 
when they are simple NPs. Consider (i).
    (i) a. Kondo dare-ga kanzi-o yaru no?
  this time who-NOM party.organizer-ACC do Q
  ‘This time, who organizes our party?’
         b. Kondo dare-ga kanzi yaru no?
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         c. Kondo dare kanzi-o yaru no?
         d. Kondo dare kanzi yaru no?
 The four possible combinations, namely NOM-ACC, NOM-ø, ø-ACC, ø-ø, are all allowed. Hence, it 
should be concluded that case maker drop cannot be used as a test for the internal/external status of an 
argument.
?? Does short-distance scrambling go through VP-adjoined A-position? Ishii must assume it does, since 
he explains the crosslinguistic variation between Japanese and English in terms of licensing of a bound 
variable in indirect object position by presenting the English examples in (i) below (= his (??)), which 
he cites from Barss and Lasnik ????:???. Notice that English wh-movement does not license a bound 
variable pronoun in either (ia) or (ib).
    (i) a. *Which paychecki did you deny itsi owner ti?
         b. *Which lioni did you show itsi trainer ti?
 Ishii thus concludes that “unlike Japanese scrambling, English wh-movement does not go through any 
‘A-position’ in the VP domain as its intermediate landing site” (????:???). Since the examples in (i) are 
cases of clause-internal wh-movement, it is natural to interpret Ishii’s conclusion as meaning that short-
distance scrambling (in addition to long-distance scrambling) in Japanese goes through VP-adjoined 
A-position as well. If so, however, we encounter the problem of merging a constituent with the same V 
twice, as was pointed out in endnote ?.
?? However, my informants don’t get this interpretation, and neither do I. Sono is a singular demonstrative 
pronoun and therefore sono-hon ‘that book’ cannot be coindexed with dono hon-ni-mo ‘every book,’ 
which is semantically plural. The only interpretation my informants and I get from (??b) is the one 
where sono hon ‘that book’ refers to a particular book that is salient in the previous discourse or in the 
physical context at the time of the utterance. In order to get the intended reading, sono hon-no must be 
replaced by sorera-no hon-no ‘[those-GEN books]-GEN’ or simply sorera-no ‘those-GEN,’ or by one of 
the pure anaphors sorezore-no ‘each-GEN’ or onoono-no ‘each-GEN,’ as in (i) below. (The verb phrase 
keti-o tuketa ‘attached criticism (i.e. criticized)’ has been replaced by sain-o sita ‘gave an autograph,’ 
which is more plausible in the real world.)
    (i) Dono hon-ni-moi [sorera-noi (hon-no)/sorezore-noi/onoono-noi tyosya]-ga ti sain-o sita
        ‘(Lit.) Every booki, [[those-GENi (books-GEN)/eachi-GEN/eachi-GEN author(s)] 
         autographed ti]] (i.e. Every book was signed by its author.)’
?? Thus, traditional binding-based arguments for the distinction between A- and A’-position in Japanese 
don’t seem reliable. In that sense, the acceptability of the following sentences is worth noting:
    (i) a. [[Otagaii-no sensei]-ga [Chomsky-made-mo-ga [John to Mary]-oi hometa to] zimansi-atta
  ‘(Lit.) each other’si teachers reciprocally boasted that even Chomsky praised [John and Mary]i.’
  b. [ Sorezore-noi/onoono-noi tyosya]-ga [hyouronka-ga dono hon-ni-moi keti-o tuketa to] 
omoikondeiru
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  ‘(Lit.) Eachi of the authors assumes that critics criticized every booki.’
 Interestingly, half of my informants accept these sentences with the coindexation given. If so, for them, 
Binding Theory as we know it doesn’t stand, since anaphors don’t need to be c-commanded by their 
antecedents.
?? One might argue that John-ga in Spec-TP will block A-binding of otagai from the TP-adjoined position. 
However, successful binding in (??) (= (??)) is an empirical fact, just like the following case of short-
distance scrambling, which is totally fine with the given coindexation:
    (i) [TP [John to Mary]-oi [TP Taro-ga otagai-noi sensei-ni ti syoukaisita]]
  ‘Taro introduced John and Mary to each other’s teachers.’
 Notice that John to Mary-o successfully binds the anaphor otagai over Taro-ga in Spec-TP. (This fact 
suggests that the notion of Governing Category (or GC) isn’t relevant in Japanese, since the GC for 
otagai would be the lower TP, excluding the higher one in (i), a theoretically problematic state of affairs 
if one were to adopt standard Binding Theory in one’s syntactic argumentation.)
          We could argue that short-distance scrambling too utilizes VP-adjoined A-position and that John to 
Mary-o binds otagai from that position in (i); see endnote ??. As was noted in endnote ?, however, this 
movement is unlikely, since it violates the principle of economy in that such a movement merges John 
to Mary-o twice with (projections of) the same V, as shown in (ii).
   (ii)
 Moreover, without any features indicating the landing site, this movement looks too convenient to be a 
theoretically plausible syntactic operation, as was mentioned in section ?.?.
?? My informants unanimously prefer the following sentence in (i) below to (??b), which still makes the 
same point.
    (i) [Watasi-ga (daigakukyouju-de-wa-naku) koukou-no sensei-kara
  I-NOM (university.professor-not) high.school-GEN teacher-from
  suisenjou-o moratta no]-wa Sato-sensei-kara desu
  recommendation.letter-ACC received C -TOP -teaccher-from be (polite)
  ‘ (Lit.) It was from Ms. Sato that I received a recommendation letter from a high school teacher (not 
a university professor).’
VP
__????  VP
[NP otagaino sensei]-ni?   V’
[NP John-to Mary]-o???V
